ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION
Human computer interaction (HCI) research attempts to identify generic truths for the improved design of systems through the application of observation-based research methods (Monk & Wright, 1991) . HCI has been more appropriately defined as the study of different ways in which people communicate with machines and through machines in order to derive requirements for applications and systems more sensitive to see how people actually use them (Suchman, 1987) people (not users) are doing when they interact with machines, which is an obvious help for designers (Norman, 2006) . HCI research has sought to create categories of rules and guidelines to enable designers or evaluators of systems to look not only at how well they are designed but how they'll be used. The notion of identifying such categories either from theoretical-or evidence-based research approaches can provide some reusable places to look for designers and evaluators of systems in context. Therefore, abstractive approaches to modelling "users" have arisen to derive physical design requirements.
However, HCI has started to change scope from solely the analysis of cognition and computers towards methods of analysing interactions between people and computers in a naturalistic environment. Thus, such activity theory is becoming increasingly used as an evaluation methodology for website design, to bridge the dualistic notion of the human versus computer (Bertelsen & Bødker, and applications which, in turn, informs data collection methods.
Activity theory comprises systematic enquiry to address particular research questions, the expected results of which may be of use to designers. However, HCI is grounded on methods for gathering data on the nature of human interaction that often fails to consider the systematic ways in which people use artefacts (Suchman. 1987). Nardi (1997) , differentiates between the three different approaches in HCI: activity theory; distributed cognition; and situated action. The differences lie in the structure of an activity; in particular, the treatment of motives and goals distinguish the situated action perspective from distributed cognition and activity theory. Thus, "an activity is shaped first and foremost by an object held by the subject; in fact, we are able to distinguish one activity from another only by virtue of their differing objects" (Nardi, 1996) . However in the situated action perspective, the reification of a goal is not the main emphasis, as it is a construct created from the subject's own idea of what has been done after it has been done. Baerentsen and Trevvikk (2002) argue that the practical result of focussing on cognitivism and the mind as an information processor is that HCI is actually based on computer-computer interaction. This reinforces dualism within HCI; the subjective/objective dichotomy of whether the researcher can objectively make generic claims, or whether the data should come from individual situations that are not generic. Furthermore, Nardi (1997) , argues that focussing on activity structure whilst concentrating on the reification of the consciousness makes activity theory one way to avoid this dualism. The implicit assumptions from this research is that to focus on the system and the structural tasks the "user" performs in a closed way, such as in distributed cognition that ignores context in which people use artefacts.
Activity theory is therefore a concrete version of the contextual approach (Kaptelinin, 1996) . However this theory is not "concrete" in terms of giving, for example, number of participants needed but relies on abstract concepts "development" as guides to evaluation. Kaptelinin, Nardi, & Macaulay (1997) , create a checklist based on activity theory to ground it within the practices of design and evaluation. In comparing situated action models, distributed cognition and activity theory, Nardi (1996) notes that these three approaches have shifted the approach to studying context from controlled environments "to consider real activity in real contexts".
Thus in real activity, the presence of too many variables may nullify design guidelines identified therough a controlled study. Activity theory approach proffers the most comprehensive approach for the study of context, as it can account for such things as intentionality, consciousness and history.
Research in Context
In addressing the applicable methodological aspects of activity theory for HCI, Nardi (1996) highlights two important points to adhere to when conducting research using this theory. First, research should be conducted over a long enough timescale to understand user objects. Second, small episodic fragments of data should be complemented with attention to broaden patterns of activity. This in turn should be complemented with the use of varied data collection techniques, where the evaluators take an empathic view of the users.
It is argued that a concrete method can be derived from activity theory which will assist the evaluator/participant in analysing a website, particular on mobile learning devices. As mobile learning devices have the capability to go online with wireless capability, greater attention needs to be paid to the contexts in which these will be used. Current research on mobile website evaluation requires less focus on the effect of the device constraints and more on their contexts of use.
This work reported here is a continuation of the activity checklist as it attempts to identify the particulars of an evaluation method for mobile learning website design.
This work considers whether activity theory can be developed as a useful method for usability evaluation research, highlighting some of the shortcomings of existing activity based methods for evaluation of website usability. Usability refers to the measure of quality and satisfaction related to the interaction with a device (Benyon et al., 2001 ).
There has been a paradigm shift by designers of websites in desktop graphical user interfaces that is made to designing with many different user types in mind with the potential of using a variety of different devices. In particular, the use of ones mobile device to communicate with new media applications such as It is hoped that the development of this method will make the mobile Internet more usable. Brooks (1991) highlights that the aim of HCI is useful to designers where the discipline can provide a multidisciplinary approach over many domains, high level analysis to assess the impact of design decisions and suggests actual designs rather than mere evaluation. HCI today has redefined usability from the static model of the user completing activities with a tool to effectively examining a whole range of contextual factors; usability can make or break the ratification of a particular product which satisfies a problem/ need/ desire in society. This then creates new activities and contexts for study.
Background to Activity theory
Taking into account, the notion of context is perhaps the most challenging task for designing learning systems Object -Orientedness starts from the premise that an activity takes objective forms which interrelate with one
another. This is in direct contrast to cognitive model of the mind as a basic information processor of input and output objects. Development is not something which can be obtained, but is a process (Kaptelinin, 1996) . Engeström The checklist of Kaptelinin and others relies especially on the activity theoretical principles of mediating tools. In activity theory, a tool mediates an activity, thereby Figure 1 . Triangulation of mediation, the subject and the object.
Development: developmental transformation of the foregoing components as a whole. Therefore it is asserted that a more thorough method for analysing websites for particular purposes needs to be developed.
Components of the Analytical Activity Method (AAM)
This section identifies the aim of AAM and the features of this method. Finally, this section will elaborate the procedure and participants for use with the Analytic Activity Method. Kaptelinin (1996) , states that activity theory is a synthesis of the objective, the ecological and the sociocultural, which should be focussed on to categorise the status of the behaviour which is being o n e a n o t h e r, f o r e x a m p l e w h e n i d e n t i f y i n g developmental factors this will tie into contextual factors.
The Tables in Appendix 1 [27]. Ryu, T., (2006 
